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PER CURIAM.

Devani DeArmond appeals from the grant of summary judgment in her suit
against Craig Griffieon and Larry Handley based on allegations of fraud, breach
of fiduciary duty, and tortious interference. We affirm.

We review the district court’'s summary judgment rulings for the correction
of errors at law. lowa R. App. P. 6.907 (2009); Faeth v. State Farm Mut. Auto.
Ins. Co., 707 N.W.2d 328, 331 (lowa 2005). Summary judgment is appropriate
when the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, admissions on file,
and affidavits show there is no genuine issue of material fact, and the moving
party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law. lowa R. Civ. P. 1.981(3);
Walderbach v. Archdiocese of Dubuque, Inc., 730 N.W.2d 198, 199 (lowa 2007).
We review the record in the light most favorable to the party opposing the motion.
Green v. Racing Ass’n of Cent. lowa, 713 N.W.2d 234, 238 (lowa 2006).

DeArmond’s claims are based on the defendants’ actions in handling her
grandparents’ estates. She filed a motion to reopen her grandmother’'s estate
challenging the some of the same actions that she challenges here. The
Associate Probate Judge denied her request and we affirmed in an unpublished
opinion. In re the Estate of Griffieon, No. 08-1898 (lowa Ct. App. Aug. 6, 2009).

The district court, in sustaining the defendants’ motions, in essence found
the claims DeArmond makes here have been satisfied, settled, or were barred

either because they had been litigated or were barred by claim preclusion



because they could have been litigated in the prior action. The district court did
not err in sustaining defendants’ motions for summary judgment.

AFFIRMED.



